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boundary between the United States and Mexico, under
l:r lku:tm- 3, 1853, concluded its labors and
adjourned on October 1 ; and the commissioner on our
part has tumed over o this department the maps, (with
one or two exceptiong, which are in the hands of the en-
) L jcal determinations, snd other
public property in hds posscasion.
. Of thu o herctofore ordered by Congress to be
printed, the first volume bs completed, and will be ready
for distribution early in Junuary. The second volume,
or appendix, which tains the roports upon the soology
snd botany of the region surveyed, is still incomplete.
engraved plates to llustrate this part of the work are
in the custody of this departmont, £o far as they are com-
leted.
. During the last Congress, the Senate, by resolution, or-
dered the printing of five thousand extra copies of the re-
port proper and accompanying maps, and two thousand
extrs coples of the second volume, or appendix, to be
paid for out of the fand appropristed fir running the
boundary.  The execntion of this order will cost from
thirty-five to forty th d doll The lation of
the Senate, without the concurrence of the Fouse of Rep-
resentatives and the President, will not furnish to this
department a sufficiont warrant to justify the payment of
these expenses out of the fund designated. '

By the 14th section of the act approved March 8, 1837,
the Comumissioner of Patents Is required annually, in the
month of Janvary, to make n report to Congress, detail-
ing the operations of his bureau, This law was enacted
while the office was under the supervision of the Secretary
of Btate ; and as it was not required of him to make an
annual report, it was decmed more convenient, without
doubt, for the Commissioner to report dircotly to Con-
gress.  The act approved Mach 8, 1849, transferred the
supervisory und appellate powers, in relation to the acts
of the Commissioner of Patents, previously exercised by
the Secrotary of State, to the Becretary of the Interior.
All the other bureans of the department make annual re-
ports to the Secretary to be before the President, and
by him communicated to Congress. Bul in the case of the
Commissioner of Patents, while the rules and regulations
for the ent of his office, his ncts, and the con-
duct of all those under his immedinte supervision nre sub-
ject to the control of the Becretary, and, through him, of
the President, yet the annual report required of him is
not in any way, under existing Inw, open to the revision
of cither.  There is nothing in the peculiar nature of the
subjects or duties pertaining to that | which makes
this exoeption s and s the reason for the law
hing consed to exist, It might be changed with propriety.

From the 1st of January to the 30th of September,
1847, 4,005 applications for patents have been received,
and 820 caveats filed ; 2,066 patents have been issued,
and 2,287 applications rejected.

Tho receipts for the three quarters ending 30th Septem-
ber, 1857, were $161,415 97. The expenditures were
2163942 4. Exoess of expenditures over receipls, $2,-
526 07,

The policy indicated in the law establishing the Patent
Office is, that it should be a self-sustaining burean.  This
policy is a sound one, and should be observed.

The law now authovizes o roturn, upon the rejection of
nu application, of two-thirds of the fee required to be de-
posited by the applicant on presenting his claim, Of
the #163,942 04 expended during the last three quarters,
27,089 99 was made up of fees restored to applicants,
ufter the labor of examining thelr cases had been per-
formed. There scemi to be neither justice nor expediency
in this requi t. Its o juence has been to bring
into the office a large amount of business, frivolous in its
character, and which seems, In fact, obtruded but as an
experfment upon its credulity. 17 it is desired that this
bureau should be, as heretofore, supported by its own carn-
ings, this feature of the financinl administeation of the
office ghould be revised and reformed.

By the ninth section of the act approved July 4, 1836,
the applicant for a patent, it a sabject of the King of
Gireat Britain, was required to pay a fee of five hundred
duollars,
o patent in that kingdom was required to pay o fee of
one hundred pounds.  But recently the English govern-
ment has reduced the fes roguired of an American citizen
from one hundred to twenty pounds. As the fee origi-
nally required seems to have been determined on a.prin-
ciple of retalintion, it is proper and becoming in our gov-
ernment to respond to the liberal policy shown by Great
Britain toward our citizens, by rn't::-ing the fee in such
cases to one hundred dollars,

The existing law anthorizes an appeal from the decis-
iom of the Commissioner to either of the judges of the cir-
cuit court for the District of Columbia. This law is an
anomaly in our legislati 1t founds the « ti
and judicial departments, which the genius of our insti-
tutions requires should be kept separate and distinet from
each other.  Tts violation u(r‘rrinciple is not & more seri-
ous difficulty than its practical operation.  The appellant
not only selects the judge who shall try the case, but also
pays the fee of twenty-five dollars allowed him. The
amount of compensation thus received will depend upon
the number of cases bronght bofore him ; that nomber
will inevitably be influenced Iy his course of decision..
The judge is thus placed in a position of embarmssment,
if not of humilistion, alike to be deplored by himeelf and
the country.

This law should be , snd some other aystem
substituted which will put this office in « position of in-
dependence in its exeeutive action, and at the same time
wecure all the rights of inventors.  “Ihe most feasible plan

yet suggested to effect this I8, in my judgment, m.«%

g

ize the creation of n pertanent board of review, to
wist of three members, selected from the examiners of
office, and who ghall be known ns exmminers-in-chief.
This board shall be charged with the duty of hearing and
determining upon all appesls from  the judgment of She
primary examiners, except in cascs of appeal where any
of these may have proviously formed and e an
opinion ; in which case another examiner may be .
tuted to act in his stead ; and then their judgm

notion will be subject to the sapervision and

G s This sltemation of existing s
necessirily incronse the efficiency of the office lﬂlilm
same time stcure uniformity ana cortainty Tn W rules
of nction. - And whn;:.m inventor will he
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chief, and, , by the Commissioner, he has secured
to him the am opportunity for the establishment of
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SUNDAY MORNING, DEC. 13, 1867,
KANSAS-JUDGE DOUGLAS AND THE ADMINIS-
TRATION.

— — e ——l

NGTON CITY.

The position of Judge Douglas on the Kansas ques-
tion is now fully and authoritatively defined. We
had hoped to the very moment when, in the intro-
ductory portion of his late apeech, he remarkeod that
the President had fallen into a *fandamental error’
in his construction of the Kansas-Nebraska act, that
Judge Douglas would not feel himself constrained
to take an antagonistic position towards the adminis-
tration. When that emphatic announcement, how-
ever, was made, we censed to have further hope.
The fact is now fixed that on the issue which in-
volves the prompt admission of the Territory of Kan-
sas 08 o State, and the consequent early settlement
of the slavery question as o subject for national dis-
turbance, the administration is to have the deter-
mined and uctivé opposition of Judge Douglus. It
is needless to say that we regret the determination
to which bis mind has arrived ; we regret it for va-
rions reasons which will ocour to every demoorat
without any suggestion from us. In this issne we
think the administration holds the side of right and
principle, and in this conviction we are strengthened
rather than weakened Ly Judge Douglas’s elaborate
and able speech. With the same candor and direct-
ness with which he has criticized and controverted
the arguments and conclusions of the message, we
propose to examine one or two of his positions.

Judge Douglas expresses his gratification that
upon “a more careful and critical reading of the
‘message’” the difference between himself and the
I'resident is not so great as he had supposed *‘ ona
hasty reading aud imperfect hearing of it in the first
instance.” Upon this more careful and critical read-
ing he is rejoiced to find that “the President has not
recommended that Congress should pass a law to re-
ceive Kansas into the Union under the constitution
formed at Lecompton ;" and yet he admits that the
“tone" of that ducument indicates that such a law
would receive the executive approval. In this we
see no special cause for the joy manifested by Judge
Douglas. It was not necessary, if indeed it would
have been proper, for the President to do more than
indicate distinetly his acquiescence in the legulity of
the action of the convention. There is as little cause
for the gratification produced by the fuct that the
President has not * endorsed,” as assumed by Judge
Douglas, the action of the convention. It would
have been difficult for the President to use stronger
language of endorsement of the legality of the con-
vention and of its action than he has done. We are
fearful that Judge Douglas’s perusal of the message
has yet been less “ careful and critical'’ than he sup-
poses ; otherwise he could hardly have found in it
the expressions of “regret and mortification and dis-
appointment that the constitution had not been sub-
mitted to the people” which he attributes to the
President.  Our perusal of it has not cnabled us to
find these expressions. But these preliminary and
introductory remarks are only important to be made
that none may be misled into the idea that the admin.
| istration is indifferent as to the fate of a measure in
regard to which the President says that if this oppor-
tunity of settling the question in Kansas should be
rejected “‘she may be involved for years in domes-
tic discord, and possibly in civil war, before she can
again make up the issue now so fortunately tendered
and again reach the point she has already attained.”
With such language as this before him it is difficult
to understand how Judge Douglas can assume that
the administration was 8o indifferent as to the result
that the President had reco led no bill to be
passed, and that it is not to be regurded as ** an ad-
ministration measure.”

Judge Douglas stutes correctly that the President
construes the Kansas-Nebraska act to mean that “the
slayery question only was required to be referred to
the people, and that the r inder of the constit
tion was not thus required fo be submitted.” In this
construction of the act Judge Douglas thiuks the
P'resident has fallen into ““u fundamental error’'—an
error which is graciously but gratuitously attributed
by him to the fact that the President was absent
from the country during the discussions on the Kan-
sas-Nebraska bill. On the other hand, Judge Douglas
maintains that the true meaning of the Kansas-Nebras-
ka act is that “‘the slavery question, like all other
1 Id be submitted to the people to be
decided’ for themselves.” Assuming it to be true
that by the true interpretation of the Kansas law
any question whatever was required to be submit-
L‘.u] after the formation of a constitution by a legally- |
appointed convention, the issuc between the Presi- |
dent and Judge Douglas is, whether the slavery ques- |
Aion only, or the whole constitution, is required to be
} submitted ? It is proper for us to remark that, in the
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| that great

judgment of very many of his friends, the President
| bas conceded too much in agreeing that even lhe_l
| single question of slavery is required by the Kansas- |
Nebraska nct to be submitted after the formation of |
8 constitution by o legally-chosen convention. But
that is a concession of which Judge Douglas cannot |
.gomplain, and on which he has basod much of his
drgument. |
In support of his position that the Kansas-Nebras- ‘
kabill required that the whole constitution should
be submitted for popular ratification, Judge Douglas ]
appeals to the understanding of the authors and sup- |
porters of the bill when it was brought forward, and |
‘asks, “Did we not come before the country and say |
that we repealed the Missouri restriction for the pur- |
pose of substituting and carrying out, as a general
rule, the great principle of self-goverument, which
| left the people of ecach State and each Territory
free to form and regulate their domestic institutions
| in their own way, subject only to the constitation of
the United States?’ We answer unhesitatingly in
the affinoative; all of the supporters of the bill’
intained this proposition. But Judge Douglas
overlooks the fact that all men of all parties
froely conceded that, as to all other internal and do-
| mestic questions except that of slavery, the peaple

govern themselves, he adds: ““Why make an ex-
ception of the slavery question by taking it out of
ruloe of selfgovernment which ap-
plies to all the other relations of Iife?" This
wny be wssumed, then, ss conclusively settled—
that the Missouri restriction was repealed for the

| purpose of removing the only obstacle to the univer-

sality of ihe rule of self-government in Kansss, and,
consequently, that this was the only ohject sought
to be mocomplished by the Kansas-Nebrasks sect,
As fur distant ns Mr. Buchanau was, and as deoply
engrossod as was his mind with great questions
of foreign policy, he had at least leisure enough
to read the speeches of Judge Douglas. He would
naturally look to these ss the best exponents of the
object and mesning of the Kansasact. In all of
them he found the one single idea pressed—that the
Kansas bill was designed to enable the people of Kansas
to regulate the question of slavery in their oun way, m
arder that their vight of self-government might be perfect.
When, therefore, in his message, the President con-
atrues the Kansas act as having for its great con-
trolling object the protection of the people of Kan-
aas in the right to regulate the slavery question in
their own way, he adopted the oconstruction put
upon that asct by the whole country, and by none
wmore unreservedly than by Judge Dounglas. We are
pwazed now to find that Judge Dofigles acouses the
Preaident of committing “‘a fundamental error” in
sdopting this counstruction of the law—*“an error,”
adds Judge Douglas, ‘‘which lies at the foundation of
his whole argument on this matter " If the Presi-
dent has erred in his view of the object and principle
of the Kansas acy, he has only erred in following in
the footsteps of Judge Douglas.

But the President has not fallen into * a funda-
mental error” in his construction of the Kansas act,
‘He has wot only the authority of Judge Douglas,
the author of that act, sustained by sl the support-
ers of the measure, but Le is sustained by the Na-
tional Convention which nominated him for the presi-
dency. That convention indicated in language so
clear that it admits of no controversy, that the only
controlling ohject and meaning of the Kansas act
was that the people of Kansas should regulate the
question of slavery in their own way when prepared
to come iuto the Union as a State ; their right to regu-
late other matters not having been disputed by any
one. It is true, ns intimated by Judge Douglas, that
this is the fundomental truth (not the ** fundamental
error'’) on which the impregnability of the Presi-
dent's argument rests. If the true meaning and ob-
jeet of the Kansas act were that (he people of Kan-
sas should be secured in the right to adopt or reject
slavery as they pl 1, the 1 is irresistibl
that the Kansas convention has carried out faithfully
that object, and the President stands fully and tri-
umphantly vindicated in sustaining the action of the
convention,

But Judge Donglas displays his great skill as u tac-
tician in assuming that because it was the object of
the Kansas actto remove the only obstacle to the
universality of the rule of self-government in Kan-
sas by repealing the Missouri. restriction, therefore
it was the meaning and object of that act that the
entire constitution shonld be submitted for popu-
lar ratification. Here Judge Douglas falls into
“oa fundamental error,” which lies at the foun-
dation of his whole argument. He assumes that
because the people of Kansas have a right to regu-
late all their local and domestic questions in their
own way, they can only do this by the submisaion for
their ratification of the whole of any constitution that
this convention might frame. In other words, he
construes popular sovereignty and selfgovernment
to mean that no constitution can be made and adopt-
ed by the people of Kansas unless it shall be submit-
ted for popular ratification, and this he insiste was
the true meaning of the Kausas act. Now, we utter-
ly deny this proposition. We affiem that the people
of a Territory or State enjoy popular sovereignty
and exercise self-government when they make their
constitutions and laws through the agency of their
legully-chosen delegates and representatives, as well
as when the acts of their agents are submitted® for
ratification. The will of the people way be ascer-
tained either through their representatives, selected
to speak snd act out their will, or it may be ascer-
tained by submitting the work of their representa-
tives for popular ratification. Judge Douglas’s doc-
trine, carried to its full extent, would make all laws
inoperative until submitted after their pasgage to the
ratification of the people. °

As Judge Douglas has appealed to the wniversal
understanding of the anthors and supporters of the
Kansas act to ascertain its true object and meaning,
we now appeal to that same tribunal, and ask if,
amongst all the supporters and sdvoeates of that
measure, Judge Douglas included, the suggestion
was over made that the doctrine of popular self-
government contained in the bill required that the
whole constitution framed by the convention should be
submitted for popular ratification 7 Every supporter
of the bill throughout the Union maintained that the
people of the Territory should have the right to de-
vide whether slavery should exist or not wheu n
State constitution should be framed ; but no one of
them, from the most exalted to the humblest, ever

| intimated that the constitution so framed wauld not

be valid unless submitted for popular ratification,
How could Judge Douglas have so understood the
Kansas bill without in some one of his numerous
speeches. intimating that the principla of popular
anwwldh violated unless @emm-
tion, when framed, was swbmitted for the ratification
of the people? How could he have enteptained such
a view of the Kansas act when he reported and ad-
vocated and voted for the Toombs bill, which con-
tained no provision for submitting the constitution
to the people of Kansas ! To contend now, as Judge
Douglas does, that the principle of popular sove-
reignty, a8 Iaid down in the’ Kansas act, is violated
unless the whole constitution is submitted, is to ae-
sume a position contradicted by the universal under-
standing of the friends of that measure when pend-
ing before the country, and not sustained by either
the language or the spirit of the act itself. The
President’s position is in strict accordance with the
universal understanding of the democratic party an
to the object and meaning of the aot, and in support-

‘people mly

mit, is inconsistent with the position and
principles of the democratic party, as understood
and expounded in all sections of the Union,
throughout this long and bitter contest. It is
endangering the substauce for the shadow, inas-
mwuch s the people of Kansas have the undoubted
right, as soon as the State is admitted, to alter or
correct any features in the constitution which may
prove to be objectionable. By admitting the Brate
we immediately withdraw from black-republicanism
its life-blood, and loculize the question of slavery
within the lmits of Kansag, where the people will
have the unlimited right to exercise their will in re-
spect to all questions of State policy. If the exer-
cise of popular sovereignty is what they desirve,
thoy will seek it under the panoply of State sover-
eignty.

It will be observed that the President supporis
the action of the Kansas convention on two grounds:
first, because the Kansas nct does not require the
whole constitution to be submitted, and because the
submission of the slavery quéstion is a full and sub-
stantial compliance with its requirements ; and, sec-
ond, because the convention which framed the con-
stitution was a legally-organized body, and its action
therefore legitimate. In pursuance of the principle
of the Kansas bill, his duty to acquicsce in its ac-
tion followed as a ¥y 1 We have
shown that he stands upon right and principle on
the first point, and now we proceed to notice Judge
Douglas's objection to the second point, Judge
Douglas takes the ground that the Kansas legislature
had no authority to pass an act providing for the call
of a convention to frame a constitution, and there-
fore that the action of such convention is null and
void. He does not go the length of regarding the
convention as a body of rebels like the Topeka con-
vention, mt he denies that it was a legitimate body,
and insists that validity and vitality conld only be
given to it by an act of Congress either authorizing
its organization or recoguising its action. In this
position he not only takes issue with the President,
but he repudiates the positions of Governor Walker,
who distinctly recognised the Kansas convention as
legitimately called and organized. For the purpose
of settling this question, Judge Douglas falls back
on his report of the 12th of March, 1856, as contain-
ing the true doctrine on the subject, He says that
in that report the committoe came to the conclusion
that *‘whenever Congress had passed an enabling act
authorizing the people of a Territory to form o State
constitution, the convention was regular, and pos-
seased all the authority which Congress had delega-
ted to it ; but whenever Congress had failed or refused to
pass an enabling act, the proceeding was “irregular and
voud, unless vitality was imparted to it by o subsequent act
of Congress adopting and confirming i.'' He argues
that, as Congress at its late session had failed to pass
an enabling act, it follows that the convention called
by the Kansas legislature was irregular and void:

We confess our surprise at the constrnetion which
Judge Douglas now places on his report of the 12th
of March, 1856. The proposition before the Seuate
waé the admission of Kansas as a State under the
Topeka constitution, The democrats, with Judge
Douglas at their head, resisted this application be-
canse the Topeka convention was not only an irreg-
ular, but an illegal body, assembled in open defiance
of law, and with the avowed purpose of overthrow-
ing the legally-constituted authorities in Kansas. The
friends of the Topeka movement cited several cases
in which Congress had admitted new States in which
there was no enabling act, and claimed them as pre-
cedents. Judge Douglas, as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Territories, reviewed all these precedents
and showed that none of them were applicable be-

canse in no one of them was the proceeding whic
originated the application illegal, and in defiance of
the territorial laws, as was the case as to the Topeka
movement, The gencral result of the review was
stated in these words :

“ Your committee are not aware of any case in the

nary

habitants of particular Territories have been permitted to
form vonstitutions, and take the initintory steps for the
organization of State g ts, prey y to their
admission into the Union, without obtaining the pravious
assent of Congress, BUT IN EVERY INSTANCE THE PROCEEDING
MAS ORIGESATED WITH, AND BEEN OONDUCTED IN SUBORDINA-
TION TO, THE AUTHORITY OF THE LOCAL GOVERXMESTS ESTAD-
LISHED OB RECOGNISED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNiren
Srares.  Michigan, Arkansas, Florida, and California are
sometimes cited ns cnses in point,"”

This is Judge Douglas’s langnage—ocariracs and all,
He then proceeds to review the course of Michigan,
Arkansag, Florida, Cualifornia, and Rhode Islaud, on
which the Topeka “insurgents” had relied, and
ghowed that in every cuse the initiatory steps taken
were in subordination to the local authorities, and,
therefore, formed no precedents for the admission of
Kansas with the Topeka constitution ; but nowhere 1
st sawd or imtimated that a convention called and held n
pursuance of an act of a territorial legrslature was irreg-
wlar and void unless previously sanctioned by an enabling
act of Congress. ‘On the contrary, the point of the
report was that all the cases cited, like the present
case in Kansas, were either initiated by the regular
territorial legislatures, or were subordinate to, and
not in defiance of, their authority.

But Judge Douglas says in his speech that his
committee recognised and adopted the principle
sottled in the case of Arkansas, and quotes passages
from the opinion of Attorney General Butler to show
that, aceording to the principle of that case, u terri-
torial law for calling o convention would be null and
void unless previously authorized by an act ef Con-
gress. We do not find the passages of Mr. Butler's

| opinion now quoted by Judge Douglas on this point

to have been quoted by him in his report on the 12th
of March, 1856, There is no intimation in that re-
port that the committee adopted the principle laid
down by Mr. Butler, that an act of the territorial

legislature calling a convention is null and void | i

unless previously authorized by an enabling act of
Congress. The whole extent to which the opinion
of Mr. Hutler is adopted is, that although the
initiatory proceedings for application as a Btate may
be irregular and void, yet not being absolutely ille-
gal, and in subversion of the territorial authorities,
Congress may entertain the application. Whether
the committee intended to adopt any other portion
of Mr. Batler's opinion we do not know, but cer-
tainly in the repart of the 12tk of March, 1856, no

f the Territories were entitled to enjoy the rights of ing the action of the Kansss oonvention he i | other portion in adopted in express terms. We
| nelfgovernment. JHis own speech, which ke quotes faithfully carrying ont the principle of popular ‘ should doubt whether any committee would at this
fto | to prove that he labored to make the rule of self-gov- ' govercignty an laid down in the Kansss act 'day go the length of that opinion ; hat, no matter

s0 much of | pretext. - The allabsorbing and all-disturbing qu,,
as met the | tion of slaveny is the only matter for decision on ),
mlﬂn'unt.

gen. gy g p:u&hq-::uw ey
uoted and sdopted in his t of the 12th of K mode of a1 iy
‘B‘hmh, 1866, It would mr:::tob a strange | terial point. The substance is presented, and ul wj,
commentary on the doctrine: of terriforial self-gov- | want agitation to cense, and who want practical o,
ernment to maintain that the people of a Territory, ular sovereiguty nnder a State ol vo
through their regular legislative body, could not in- | and contribute to the early of thess gy,
itiaté proceedings to make application for admission | objects.
as o Btate. Yet Judge l?t_w;:l.to uuhinlhhm- mﬁnﬂmomﬁhﬂmuhwg
ment, is compelled to deny that the logislature of Kan- | Kansas is absurd, becsuse such a thing is beyuy
sas could legally call a convention to frame s constitu- | the power of Congress. The constitution preseie
tion—this, too, when in his report of the 12th March, | to Congress comes from a body which, legally repr.
1856, ho had recognised as valid precedents seversl | sents the peoplo of Kansas. If the people of ki
cases in which “the proceeding has originated with, | sas voluntarily staid afay fiom the polls, and (hy,
and been conducted in subordination 1o, the awthority of | permitted u constitution to be made which is b
the local governments established,’" as was the case in acceptable to them, they cannot ek Congresa to diy
regard to the late convention in Kansas. We think regard the legal procoedings of thoss who wen |,
he legislature of Kansas had & right to rogard Judge | the polls and reject the constitution to gratify (i,
Douglas as conceding them suthority to originate | spirit of faction and rebellion which iustigated the,
the proceeding for a State convention. It is certain in staying away from: the election. Much less i,
that Governor Walker and Mr. Stanton, and, a4 far | they now pretend that a constitution is about to b,
a8 we know, all other democrats, concurred in re- | forced on them aguinst . their will,  And, above
garding the Kansas convention as legitimately called when sdmitted as « State, the whole subject is .
and legally organized. Buch was the view taken of der the control of the people of Kansas, free from o
it by the President, and in that view he is amply | outside influence. It comes, then, to this practic
sustained by reason and by legal precedents. queation : Is it hﬁmmbmwthel@

Judge Douglss makes other objections to the Kan- | proceedings of the Kansas legialature and the Kuuw

sas convention, which, though of minor importance, | convention by recoguising the constitution and uf.
it may be best to notice. He takes a good deal of | Mitting the State—thereby localizing all distracting
pais to show that the President, Governor Walker, | questions in Kansas, and subjecting them t the d..
and Secretary Btanton were committed to the people | cision of State popular sovereigaty; and relieving i
in favor of the submission of the constitution. He | other Statea from u dangerous clement of mectiom|
shows, further, that those who voted for delegates | sgitation 1—or is it better to listen to the captioy
to the convention, as well as those who refused to | and factious objections of the men in Kansas wh
vote, understond that the constitution was to be sub- | bave #o long disturbed the national quiet,and wh
mitted, and that a portion of the delegates elected | manifest no sbatement of the factions and rebelliou
were pledged to have the submission made. In spirit, thus rejecting the work of the mon in Kansy
view of all theso pledges, understandings, and prom- "“’_ have proceeded peaceably and lawfully, ani
ises, Judge Douglas thinks it a great outrage | ™aking concsssions to the ’gmm")' pro,
on the people of Kausas that nome other than lm'“m?mm with ““;" daugers °N""
the slavery question was submitted to them. The cord and civil war with which vie: °':°‘“P"'"*-
answer to all this is essy, obvious, and conclu- The President ml::.thro’hm“ Y h‘:dg:‘n""s'
give. The object in proposing the submission of las comes forward Pnd;' himmaelf 8 pate
the constitution was to induce the Topeka portion of way thet Joads, s the :‘“mw“’f".‘
the Territory to take their rightful share in making and satisfactory adjustment of the Kansus question.
the constitution. They were standing out in resist- | W © think the ;“'id’“ takos & ':'mc-w
ance of the proposed convention simply because it safe viow of .mm&lb 1 P‘ﬂ;r
was called by the territorial legislature whose au- adopted by him we think ho sustained by
thority they repudiated. They had every nssurance the popular judgment.
from the President, Governor Walker, Mr. Stanton, KENTUCKY, =
and the pro-slavery men, that if they would vote for | The legislature of this State assembled at Frauk
delegates they should not only be protected at the | fort on Monday, the 7th instant. J. @. A. King,
ballot-box by a sufficient military force, but that the | know-nothing, was chosen speaker of the senato by
constitution made should then be submitted for pop- | 4 yote of 10 to 17, and the whole organization of th
ular ratification. Notwithstanding all the assurances | branch of the legislature was controlled by the sane
given and the appeals made, they stubbornly and | vote, Dr. J. P. White, democrat, wan chosen speaker
factiously refused to go to the polls. Judge | of the houso by 60 votes to 31 All the other oft
Douglas says they had a right to stay away— | cers of the heuse are democrats.
certainly they had, but had they & right to reject | It is announced by telegraph that the senate, by
all the offers made, stay away from the election, | strict party vote, have tabled & resolution to elects
threaten to prevent the peaceful action of the con- | United States senator ; so the eléction will go over
vention, denounce and repudiate it as & bogus assem- | to the next meeting of the legislature.
hlage, and, after all, to complain that the promises DEA
of submission made to them were not kept? We The 1 imlnmmwﬂ Jina bas
insist that, in view of the factious refusal of the To- : iy y B
ol e b0 prtiakpete ncihe clostion ol delngisil o redhutions .

h ry of three of her distinguished sons, who bu
the couvention was more liberal than they could diod during the past yoar—Langdon Cheves, Andrev
have been expected to be in submitting the only | o, \ . Butler, and James Hamilton—* cach of whos,
question at issne between them and th-pm!smy in his day and generation, had performed good -
men. Judge Douglas admits that the territorial act | o © 'y 4o the State in which b fived, but o
calling the convention was fair—it is mot denied Bid whale Dowier " Rankiiiie ol st snd o

that the election for delegates was fairly held—it is
e dolence were also unanimously adopted in memory o
conceded that the Topeka men had a fair chance 5 How: a8, g

to control the convention, and make just such con-

as they wanted ; yet when they factionsly | A highly interesting letter hng been received Iy
refuse to exercige their right of selfgovernment in | the Becretary of the Interior from Mr. Geo. L. Sit,
making & constitution, Judge Douglas thinks it was | superintendent of the Nebraska wagon road, date!
an outrage on their right of selfgovernment not to'|‘Omaha city, November 18th, 1857. Mr. Bites i

3] 1ot them, in the same factious spirit, defeat the will | been embarrassed and retarded in the constructin

of the legally-organized convention. The Topeka | of the bridges by the frequent rains during the
men wanted o State government, as was shown by | month of October, and the snow storms and high
their Topeks movement in 1856. Here was an op- [ winds of the month of November. At the date of b
portunity to have one framed in their own way. They | letter eleven bridges had been erected and comple
refused to make a constitution, and resolved that | ted, and thirteen more had been framed snd mads
none should be miade, and that none but their own | ready for erection. If the extreme cold weathe
illogal and rebellious proceeding at Topeka should | would hold off until the 1st of December, Mr. Sitn
be recognised. Yet Judge Douglas thinks the prin- | wus of the opinion that he should be able, notwit:
ciple of self-government is outraged, although the | standing the embarrassments with which he hal
only real matter of controversy was fairly referred | heretofore been surrounded, to complete all (h
to a popular vote. We think that such a concession | bridges from the Platte to Dacotah city, with pr
to the Topeka men is a concession to a spirit of agi- | haps & single exception. The whole number
tation and robellion which the convention was under | bridges which he expected to construct this fall b
no obligation to make. tween the Plutte and Dacotah city is twenty-vight
The only sensible object in submitting a ‘constitu- including all the bridges betweon ﬂ." above poiss
tion is that the people may judge of its provisions with the exception of a few small bﬂm - iy "
and decide on itsmerits. Judge Douglas kiows that | ceed an average of six feet in length. ' In conclusin,
the Topeka men wanted no submission for any such | Mr- Sites stated Mﬁ'wﬂt*_vﬂhgﬂ'ﬁ:
patriotic purpose. They had prejudged the consti- ward until the extreme cold weather should
tution before it was made, and they wanted it sub- | any further efforts. :
mitted, not o judge of its merits, but simply to vote | From the above information it is fair to jnfer i
it down because they were resolved to keep up the | this wagon road has at this fime been nearly c*
sectional strife and to insist on their illegal Topeka | Ploted. Mr. Sites, and the men who have assis
organization. Judge Douglas thinks that even this | him in his arduous enterprise, deserve great cred
rebellious and factious spirit ought to have been | for the zeal and expedition with which they hat
gratificd. The President las taken, as we think, a | prosecuted this work.
wiser view of the subject in recognising the sction | We have received the prospectus for the pub
of the convention as the quickest and best mode of | cation, on the 1st. of January next, of & new weel
rebuking and terminating the spirit of agitation and | paper at Elisbethtown, Kentucky, which will be
rebellion in Kansas. first democratic paper Mhmh-mw’
Judge Donglas denies that the question of slavery | Hardin county. Its editorial management il ¥
is fairly submitted to the popular vote—not that the in the hands of Robert B. Forde, esq.,a tles
people have not the right freely to decide whether | in every way qualified to make a good fight againtt
Kansas is to be a free or slave State, but that they enemics of ﬂl. Mﬂﬂm Itien
caunot vote on either side of the slavery question | ceedingly gratifying to ve to learn from the pros
without voting for the eohstitution. There is more | tus that, whilst the democracy have slways ber”
of plausibility than of substance in this objec- | fore been in a minority in that county, recent d
tion. The substantial proposition submitted to | tions have plainly demonstrated that it can ache'
the people is, whether they will have slavery | success in the future. We hear of the adven']
or mot. This is the question submitted. The resi- | another democratic county in the Commonwealth
due of the comstitution is not submitted, and | Kentucky with unfeigned pleasure. »
was not intended to be submitted, for the good | Prasipior Axo KAxsas,—The of
and sufficient reasons hefore stated. The form : the ﬂmd the &

|
2
]
:

mu-_ wisdom and . The Eansw (™

stitution with slavery” or that with “‘constitution | anot fadl to nd st t6 A8 ot
without slavery” on it is thereby committed to the | tof all. m-d “& o
approval or disapproval of the judicial system, or | submission of " Y or ho &

the tax gystem, or moMMhNMimhh..‘. ,&M,":‘d:
tation except the slavery clsuse. No one will be ﬁh.::qh %v-“ 0 hm;‘*
Mhmwhwdm‘-m‘ - ""3"':.:;.& ;

lar State sovereignty for the alteration or reformation | [ Buffels Curr
of any clause in the constitution so soon s the State | o o R e |
comes info the Union.  Any one in ' Kansas who is - Tennesee and munrr:
unwilling to vote because he disliked” one -or more "‘a'-'.: i
provisions in the constitution will be wriggling on a #'_.m“ il e 1he”
mere tochnicality and halting on an unsubstantial days. L



